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2ARL J. KUNASEK 
CHAIRMAN 

RENZ D. JENNINGS 
COMMISSIONER 

IIM IRVIN ~~~ 2 2 1999 
COMMISSIONER 

[N THE MATTER OF U S WE OCKET NO. T-00000A-97-0238 

F THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS 
RESPONSE OF MCI WORLDCOM 

On June 8, 1999, the Chief Hearing Officer, Jerry L. Rudibaugh, of the Arizona 

Zorporation Commission (“Commission”) issued a procedural order continuing the 

Jresently scheduled hearing and procedural dates in this proceeding to obtain parties’ 

nput regarding the best procedure to achieve an efficient and thorough review of 

3perational Support Systems (“OSS”) issues in this application filed by U S WEST 

2ommunications, Inc. (“U S WEST”). The order states that the Commission believes 

;hat the standards for OSS must be clarified to determine whether U S WEST has met 

:hese standards. The order also states that a collaborative process to assist U S WEST in 

:omplying with the standards will result in a more expeditious satisfaction of 6 271 

requirements. 

MCI WorldCom Inc. (“MCIW’) provides its responses to the questions posed by 

:he Commission in its procedural order in this filing. 
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1. What are the current national standards for OSS? 

The telecommunications industry [including the Bell Operating Companies 

(“BOCs”) and the CLECs] has established national standards that designate the interfaces 

the BOCs and CLECs should adopt to allow standardized access to the BOCs’ OSS 

functions. The four principal groups are: the Ordering and Billing Forum (“OBF”) of the 

Carrier Liaison Committee, The Electronic Communications Implementation Committee 

(“ECIC”), the TlMl Committee, and the EDI-Service Order Subcommittee (SOSC) of 

the Telecommunications Industry Forum. All four groups are sponsored by the Alliance 

for Telecommunications Industry Solutions. (“ATIS”). 

The OBF committees identify the guidelines for pre-ordering, ordering, and 

provisioning forms and business rules. The OBF committees are responsible for the 

business process flows, interface guidelines, and informational requirements. The OBF 

committees create the Local Service Ordering Guideline (“LSOG”), Access Service 

Ordering Guideline (“ASOG”) and the Local Service Request (“LSR”) forms. The most 

recent version of the LSOG is Version 4 that was published April 1999. The ASOG 

generally supports the ordering of access services; however, in addition, the ASOG 

contains business rules and elements in order to order local interconnection trunks, 

unbundled trunking and unbundled transport. The most recent version of the ASOG is 

Version 2 1 published April 1999. The OBF Billing Committee identifies the guidelines 

for the bills. The Carrier Access Billing System (“CABS”) Billing Output Specifications 

(“BOS”) contain the business rules and the elements of the bills. The latest CABS version 

is 3 1 published earlier this year. The implementation dates with this release were April 
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1999 through May 1999. The Small Exchange Carrier Access Billing (“SECAB”) 

;upports the billing information for smaller carriers. 

MCIW has attached to this response as Attachment 1 a presentation entitled 

Yurnrnary of Industry Guidelines for Operations Support Systems Functions as updated by 

%e OBF on May 14, 1999. The first 16 pages of the presentation generally describe the 

various committees and the processes used to issue industry standards. Pages 17 through 

3 1 summarize the OBF work and address pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning and 

billing. Pages 17 through 3 1 provide an up-to-date summary of the current national 

standards developed by OBF committees. 

The ED1 Committee is responsible for some data modeling. The EDI-SOSC 

identifies the interface standards for pre-order, order and provisioning. The ED1 releases 

are associated with the LSOG and are called ED1 LSOG Mechanization Specifications 

(“ELMS”). ELMS 4 is the current version . It includes ED1 Version 10, which is the 

most current ED1 release and is associated with LSOG 4. ELMS 4 is due for industry 

release before the end of July, 1999. 

The ECIC and TlMl forums identify the standards associated with the Electronic 

Bonding interface for Maintenance and repair. The ECIC is a working committee of the 

Telecommunications Industry Forum (“TCIF”) and was established to foster the 

implementation of electronic communications to improve customer service. The ECIC 

identifies and resolves technical and operational issues for the implementation of 

Operations, Administration, Maintenance and Provisioning (“OAM&P”) service 

management functions between telecommunication jurisdictions of customers and 

suppliers. 
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ECIC’s subcommittees provide Generic Implementation Guidelines (“GIGs”) for 

the voluntary implementation of OAM&P standards. The ECIC GIGs support the 

electronic interface protocol to exchange local ordering and pre-ordering information. 

The standard interface protocol for local ordering is the ED1 over TCP/IP with Secured 

Socket Layer #3. The protocol standard was established in March 1997. The most current 

version of the supporting document of this interface is the Interactive Agent Version 2, 

dated December 1998. 

The ECIC identified two options for the Pre-Ordering interface; ED1 over TCPAP 

ISSL3 and Common Object Request Broker Architecture (“CORBA”). 

The TlMI Committee develops the ANSI standards for the electronic bonding 

interfaces. The Trouble and Maintenance interface standard is the ANSI T1.227 and 

ANSI T1.228 dated 1995. 

2. For areas in which no national standards exist, when 

are national standards anticipated? 

Sufficient and completed national standards exist for the exchange of information 

and the provision of basic local exchange services between BOCs and CLECs. These 

standards address all functions MCIW currently requires to compete in the local market. 

However, while the existing national standards are a good start, MCIW supports the 

efforts in progress. As is stated and evident in Attachment 1, the development of national 

standards is an evolutionary process. The existing national standards will likely be 

improved and expanded as new services are created. 
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The OBF responds to the ongoing needs of the industry. Digital Subscriber Loop 

"DSL") and other products will be developed and supported by MCIW. For example, 

he OBF is currently addressing: 

OBF Issue Number 1938 Titled: AIN Service - Advanced Intelligent Network. 

ssue Statement: The industry does not have a procedure for ordering AIN services, such 

i s  subscriber line triggers from an AIN service provider. 

OBF Issue Number: 1881 Titled: Add Loop Qualification for xDSL and ISDN 

3RI services to Pre-Order Inquiry Practice (POINQ). Issue Statement: There is a need to 

jetermine whether facilities at a given location are available for xDSL and/or ISDN BRI 

;ervices prior to ordering the associated service. 

The industry bodies work as quickly and as thoroughly as possible to meet the 

ieeds of the telecommunications industry; however, MCIW cannot provide a time fiame 

For when any particular future standard may be implemented. 

3. What are the current FCC guidelines for OSS? 

The FCC guidelines for OSS have been established in the FCC's local 

:ompetition order and in its various 271 decisions. In LA 11', the FCC stated that it ''has 

provided clear guidance on the standards and legal obligations for the provision of OSS. 

We do not believe there is serious dispute about most of these standards." (LA 11, para. 

91 .) 

A BOC must provide nondiscriminatory access to OSS (which includes the 

systems, information, and personnel that support network elements or services offered for 

' In the Matter of Application of BellSouth Corporation, BellSouth Telecommunications, Inc., and 
BellSouth Long Distance, Inc., for Provision of In-Region, InterLata Services in Louisiana, CC 
Docket No. 98-121, Memorandum Opinion and Order (Released Oct. 13, 1998) ("Second 
BellSouth Louisiana Ordel"), hereinafter referred to in the text as "LA II, para. -". 
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resale). This access is integral to the ability of competitors to enter and compete with the 

incumbent. Access to OSS must sufficiently support each of the three entry strategies 

Zstablished by the act: interconnection, UNEs, and resale. OSS access must not favor one 

Zntry strategy over another.2 (MI, para. 133.) 

It is necessary to consider all of the automated and manual processes that a BOC 

has undertaken to provide access to OSS functions. This necessarily includes: point of 

interface for the competing carrier’s OSS to interconnect with the BOC; any electronic or 

manual processing link between that interface and the BOC’s internal OSS (including all 

necessary back office systems and personnel); and all of the internal OSS (or “legacy 

systems”) that a BOC uses in providing network elements and resale services to a 

competing carrier. (MI, para 134.) 

Generally speaking, there must be a 2-part inquiry. First, it must be determined 

whether the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide sufficient 

access to each of the necessary OSS functions and whether the BOC is adequately 

assisting competitors to understand how to implement and use all of the OSS functions 

available to them. Second, it must be determined whether the OSS functions that the 

BOC has deployed are operationally ready, as a practical matter. (LA 11, para. 85; MI 

para. 13 1 .) 

Under the first part, the BOC must demonstrate that it has developed sufficient 

electronic and manual interfaces to allow competing carriers to access all of the necessary 

In the Matter of Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the 
Communications Act of 1934, as amended, To Provlde In-Region, InterLATA Services in 
Michigan, CC Docket 97-1 37 (August 19, 1997) (“Ameritech Michigan Ordet‘), 7133, hereinafter 
referred to in the text as “MI, para. -.” 

2 
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ISS functions. For those functions that the BOC accesses electronically, it must provide 

:quivalent electronic access for competing carriers. A BOC must provide competing 

:arriers with the specifications necessary to modify or design their systems in a manner 

hat will enable them to communicate with the BOC's legacy systems and any interfaces 

itilized by the BOC for such access. The BOC must provide competing carriers with all 

)f the information necessary to format and process their electronic requests so that these 

*equests flow through the interfaces, the transmission links, and into the legacy systems 

i s  quickly and efficiently as possible. The BOC must disclose any internal "business 

ules," including information concerning the ordering codes that the BOC uses that 

:ompetitors need to place orders through the system efficiently. The BOC must ensure 

;hat its OSSs are designed to accommodate both current and projected demand. (MI, para 

137.) Under the second part, it must be determined whether the OSS functions provided 

3y the BOC are actually handling current demand and will be able to handle reasonably 

foreseeable demand volumes. Actual commercial usage is the most probative evidence. 

carrier-to-carrier testing, independent 3rd party testing, and internal testing can also 

provide valuable evidence, but are less reliable indicators of actual performance than 

commercial readiness. (MI, para. 138, LA 11, para. 86.) 

For those OSS functions that are analogous to OSS functions that the BOC 

provides to itself in connection with retail service offerings, the BOC must provide 

competitors with access that is equal in terms of quality, accuracy, and timeliness. The 

OSS functions associated with pre-ordering, ordering and provisioning for resale 

services, repair and maintenance for both resale and UNEs, and daily customer usage for 

billing all have retail analogues. (MI, para. 139, 140; LA 11, para. 87.) 
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For those OSS functions that have no retail analogue, such as the ordering and 

irovisioning of UNEs, the BOC must demonstrate that the access it provides offers an 

:fficient competitor a meaningful opportunity to compete. LA I1 provides a good 

:xample of how these guidelines are applied in actually evaluating the OSS offered by a 

30C. (MI, para. 141; LA 11, para. 87.) 

As the FCC has noted, the best evidence of whether OSS functions are 

>perationally ready is “actual commercial usage.” (LA 11, para. 86.) However, as this 

:ommission knows, there is extremely limited competitive local exchange service within 

J S WEST’s service territory in Arizona. In the absence of commercial usage, the FCC 

hen considers: carrier-to-carrier testing, independent third-party testing, and internal 

:esting. (LA 11, para. 86.) In this case, for most (if not all) of U S WEST’s OSS, there is 

IO actual commercial usage, nor has there been any carrier-to-carrier testing. Thus, U S 

WEST is left to rely on either third-party testing or internal testing to satisfy this 

3bligation. However, this Commission should note that the FCC has never approved the 

results of an OSS test that was administered internally by the RBOC. 

The FCC has stated clear directives on what a competent OSS test plan should 

:ontain. First, the test must show that U S WEST’s OSS can handle commercial volumes 

3f orders. In denying BellSouth’s second 3 271 application in Louisiana, the FCC stated: 

BellSouth’s internal testing results do not address whether 
the ordering functionality for UNEs is nondiscriminatory. 
In particular, BellSouth fails to provide any end to end 
testing of its interfaces for UNEs. Given the low volume of 
actual commercial usage, it is crucial to have testing results 
that provide reliable and predictable results of how 
BellSouth’s systems would respond to actual commercial 
usage. (LA 11, para. 141 .) 
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[n order to fulfill this FCC directive, US WEST must use volumes which closely 

approximate anticipated commercial usage of its OSS. 

Second, the FCC has noted the importance of third-party participation in OSS 

testing. The FCC has determined that “as a general matter, third-party review of a BOC’s 

OSS functions is relevant, although not required, to determine whether its systems are 

operationally ready.” (MI, para. 21 6.) The FCC noted that “an independent evaluation of 

OSS functions from an objective third-party may provide additional support 

demonstrating the operational readiness of those OSS functions that have otherwise only 

undergone internal testing by the incumbent.” (MI, para. 216.) The FCC has cautioned 

that “[tlhe persuasiveness of a third-party review is dependent, however, on the 

conditions and scope of the review itself.” (MI, para. 2 16.) The FCC emphasized that 

“third-party reviews should encompass the entire obligation of the incumbent LEC to 

provide nondiscriminatory access, and, where applicable, should consider the ability of 

actual competing carriers in the market to conduct business utilizing the incumbent’s 

OSS access.” (MI, para. 216.) 

Third, US WEST must adequately test the full range of OSS functionality it must 

make available to its competitors. As noted earlier, the FCC has established a two-part 

test regarding the operational readiness of the incumbent’s OSS stated as follows: (a) 

“whether the BOC has deployed the necessary systems and personnel to provide 

sufficient access to each of the necessary OSS functions” and (b) “whether the BOC is 

adequately assisting competing carriers to understand how to implement and use all of 

the OSS functions available to them.” (MI, para. 136.) As to the former, testing must 

encompass end-to-end testing of all of the basic OSS functions, including pre-ordering, 
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Irdering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing, as well as all of the key 

:lements of these functions, like LNP, 91 1, and directory listings. As to the latter, the 

ssue of whether US WEST is adequately assisting competing carriers should be 

:xamined by testing how the BOC manages and internally supports its relationship with 

:arriers. Key elements of the relationship include interface development, network design 

ind interconnection planning, instructions for interface use, assistance with system 

tdministration issues, and change management procedures.” (MI, para. 137.) 

Bell South claimed that testing the capacity of its OSS test is a sufficient test of 

3SS functionality in its second application, but the FCC rejected it. In its comments on 

:he BellSouth application, the Department of Justice (“DOJ”) noted: 

System capacity, while important, is but one of the 
components essential to adequate wholesale support 
processes. While system capacity tests are significant, they 
are insufficient to demonstrate adequate performance of the 
end-to-end proces~ .~  

Fourth, CLEC input is critical to the success of any OSS testing. Input from all 

industry participants is necessary on any test plan that may be used to determine the 

adequacy of U S WEST OSS. 

Fifith, the RBOC Test Plan must prove that the methods that the RBOC proposes 

€or collocation and combining UNEs are viable at commercial volumes. A test plan 

without this critical element is fatally flawed and will, standing alone, be grounds for the 

FCC to deny any fbture 271 application. Again the FCC provides pertinent guidance: 

[An RBOC] must prove the efficacy of its collocation 
arrangement [as a method for combining UNEs] in order to 
demonstrate that, as a legal and practical matter, BellSouth 

In the Matter of Second Application By BellSouth Corporation (CC Docket No. 98-1 21), 
Evaluation of the Department of Justice (August 19, 1998), at 36. 
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can ‘provide . . . unbundled network elements in a manner 
that allows requesting carriers to combine such elements in 
order to provide such telecommunications service’ and in a 
manner that allows competitors to accommodate both 
current and projected demand for unbundled network 
elements and combinations of unbundled network 
elements. BellSouth’s refusal to heed the requirement, 
explicitly stated in the BellSouth South Carolina Order, 
that BellSouth provide such proof through either 
commercial usage or testing is grounds for denial of 
BellSouth’s section 271 appli~ation.~ 

4. What are other standards this Commission should 

consider in evaluating whether U S WEST OSS complies with Q 

271? 

The Commission should carefully consider the analyses of the Department of 

Justice. Provided in the various 271 proceedings brought before the FCC. Those analyses 

:an be found on the Internet at: 

Bell South 271 applications (SC, LA, LA-11): 

http ://www.usdoj .gov/atr/public/comments/sec27 1  bell southhellsouth-meta. htm 

Ameritech 271 application (MI): 

http://www.usdoj . gov/atr/public/comments/sec27 1 /ameritech/ameritech. htm 

SBC 271 application (OK): 

http://www.usdoj .gov/atr/public/comments/sec27 1 /sbc/sbc. htm 

In addition, as stated in answers to other questions, the Commission should also 

look to U S WEST’S own internal measures and performance standards to ascertain if 

‘Second BellSouth Louisiana Order, fi 166. Here, the FCC sends a clear message to U S WEST 
- and this Commission -that refusal to heed explicitly stated requirements in previous FCC 
Section 271 Orders is grounds for denial of any U S WEST Section 271 application. 

11 
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CLECs are receiving non-discriminatory access to U S WEST’s OSS and back office 

systems. 

5. Has an OSS, or any portion of OSS, been approved by 

the FCC? 

The FCC has not approved any OSS or any portion of an OSS; however, in LA 11, 

both the FCC and the Department of Justice noted that BellSouth had made a number of 

improvements to address problems identified in previous decisions. 

6. What type of collaborative process do you 

recommend to enable the parties to reach agreement on an 

acceptable OSS? 

MCIW believes that an industry wide collaborative approach leading to 

independent third-party testing is the most efficient and effective means of determining 

the adequacy of the OSS access that any ILEC provides to CLECs. MCIW will fully 

develop its position concerning independent third party testing, performance measures 

and enforcement mechanisms in its response to Question 7. 

MCIW recommends that the staff of the Commission should convene workshops 

that will enable U S WEST, interested parties, and the staff to examine U S WEST’s 

OSS.5 U S WEST must provide CLECs with OSS at parity with its self-provisioned 

services, and where no retail analogue is available, the service provided must provide the 

CLECs with a meaningfbl opportunity to compete. Unless this is demonstrated to the 

MCIW also supports a 14-state independent test of U 5 WEST’s OSS since U 5 WEST’s OSS are similar 
regionwide. (See Response to Question 14.) 
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lommission on the record, the Commission will not be able to find that U S WEST’s 

)SS meets the criteria for Section 271 approval. 

The workshop setting will also be useful for soliciting input from the parties on 

he elements of an OSS master test plan. However, such a plan must ultimately be 

.eveloped by an independent third party. To arrive at a starting point, the Commission 

ould direct U S WEST to submit an OSS Master Test Plan within 4 weeks. That plan 

ould then be reviewed by interested parties and an independent consultant retained by 

he staff during the workshop so that a recommendation could be made to the 

ndependent third party testing U S WEST’S OSS. 

Finally, the output from the workshop may be used by parties in testimonies and 

:hibits. 

Responsibilities: The responsibilities of the parties in the collaborative 

rocess must be clear to ensure that the Commission has an adequate record on 

vhich to base its decision. 

1. U S WEST 

As the Section 271 applicant, U S WEST must bear the burden of proving 

hat its systems, practices, and procedures offer CLECs nondiscriminatory access 

o OSS. US WEST must be forthcoming with information requested by the Staff 

and all other interested parties. It must provide the necessary experts and system 

users, system documentation, excerpts from its methods and procedures manuals, 

business rules and any other resource required to assist in the factual 

determination of the adequacy of its OSS. The sufficiency of U S WEST’s OSS 

13 
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is at issue, not CLEC’s. 

2. The Staff 

The Staff of the Commission has the responsibility to document the record 

€or decision-making. Useful roles include deciding what information must be 

provided to the collaborative process, requiring parties to state their positions, 

whether verbally or in writing, taking and distributing minutes of discussions 

conducted during the collaborative process, and identifying “open issues” for 

briefing by the parties. For example, the Staff could request parties to submit 

two-page position papers on issues identified one day in advance, to ensure that 

all necessary areas are covered and to focus the discussion in any given workshop. 

3. CLECs 

The CLEC role is generally to describe the characteristics of OSS that 

CLECs need in order to provide competitive local service. CLECs should provide 

input to any evaluation of the sufficiency of the interface and other OSS service, 

by describing their preferred interface type and the types of orders that must be 

handled by the OSS interfaces. 

4. Residential Utility Consumer Office (“RUCO”) 

RUCO should evaluate whether the OSS will ensure that consumers will 

have a positive experience when CLECs are using U S WEST’S OSS in order to 

provide services and compete in the local market. For example, RUCO should 

determine if consumers be able to obtain adequate information concerning their 

14 
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equests in a timely manner when, for example, they are ordering products and 

iervices, reporting trouble, or inquiring about billing issues. 

Collaborative Environment: 

The workshops should be informal. Statements during the collaborative 

xocess should not be made under oath or taken down verbatim by a court 

meporter. However, meeting notes, which include open, issues should be 

naintained by the objective third party or Staff. 

Meet in a large conference room. Arrange seats around roundhorseshoe 

;haped table so all participants can observe and be heard. 

Have a phone-in bridge set up during the workshops to allow out of town 

.epresentatives to participate. 

Staff should take notes on a laptop computer and contemporaneously 

roject them on a screen a screen so parties can ensure that issues have been 

xoperly presented for discussion, argument or briefing. 

Using butcher paper or other “permanent” easily viewed medium, staff 

should keep a running list of “open issues” posted on the wall and cross them off 

1s consensus is reached. 

7. What information is necessary to enable you to 

determine whether U S WEST’S OSS is acceptable? 

The collaborative process must elicit the following information to enable 

15 
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the Commission to determine that U S WEST’s OSS is acceptable. 

0 The interfaces, functionalities, systems, methods, and practices 

used by U S WEST to perform each OSS function (pre-ordering, 

ordering, provisioning, maintenance and repair, and billing each 

product offered for local service for CLECs and itself. Parties should 

actually be able to see U S WEST’s OSS , including its back-office 

systems, in action in a confidential setting, in order to determine what 

U S WEST customer service representatives actually have available to 

them and to determine whether U S WEST is providing 

nondiscriminatory access to its OSS. 

All retail analogues to the products or services offered for local 

service including the speed, accuracy, and consistency with which U S 

WEST offers those products or services to its retail end-user 

customers. 

0 A performance standard that describes the speed, accuracy, and 

consistency of US WEST’s provisioning of OSS to compare with the 

performance U S WEST provides to its end-user customers. If no retail 

analogue to an OSS process exists, then the OSS function must be 

subject to a benchmark performance standard that ensures it is 

sufficiently accessible, quick, accurate, and effective to allow a CLEC 

a meaningful opportunity to compete in the local exchange 

marketplace. 
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0 Comprehensive third party (not CLEC to U S WEST) testing of all 

of U S WEST’S OSS, with test results that demonstrate the readiness 

of the OSS to process commercial levels of CLEC orders. Attached to 

this response as Attachment 2 is the text of a letter from MCIW to the 

FCC discussing comprehensive third party testing. 

0 An enforcement mechanism that will ensure that US WEST 

continues to meet the adopted performance measurements after it 

receives Section 27 1 certification. 

A. Identifv the interfaces, functionalities, systems, methods. and 
practices used bv U S WEST to comDare to those Drovided to CLECs bv U S 
WEST 

To determine if the OSS access that an U S WEST provides to CLECs is adequate 

md nondiscriminatory, the MCIW recommends that the following process should be 

followed: 

1. Clearly identify and define necessary OSS functionalities; 

2. Investigate and evaluate the OSS functions that U S WEST provides to 

itself; 

3. Investigate and evaluate the necessary OSS functions that U S WEST 

provides, or should provide, to CLECs; 

4. Compare the result of steps 2 and 3, i.e., compare functions that U S 

WEST provides to itself and to CLECs; 

17 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

5 .  

6. 

7. 

Investigate and evaluate the OSS’ capacity (considering both manual 

and electronic processes) to handle CLEC requests and transactions; 

and 

Evaluate whether the information, help desk support and training that 

U S WEST provides to CLECs is sufficient to allow CLECs to design 

their halves of the interface. 

Determine if CLECs and U S WEST are equal partners and have 

defined rules on the change management process affecting existing 

interfaces. U S WEST also should have established procedures for 

certifying software through jointly developed test decks before a new 

interface is in production mode or a software upgrade to an existing 

interface is introduced. 

i. Step 1: Identify and Define Functionalities. 

Before any testing can commence, there must be an understanding of “what 

should be tested.” MCIW recommends that both the OSS functionalities U S WEST 

provides to itself and to CLECs are what should be tested. To be able to do that, the OSS 

hctionalities that must be provided by U S WEST to CLECs for meaningful 

zompetition to exist in Arizona should be identified and clearly defined. This step will 

zreate a clear definition for the independent tester of what actually should be tested. 

An example of why this step is so critical may be helpful. Various U S WEST 

3SS status reports claim that “flow-through” of various types of CLEC orders has been 

ieployed for some time. However, U S WEST freely admits that the definition of the 
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:rm “flow-through” that it uses is at odds with the definition of flow-through that the 

’CC and most of the telecommunications industry employs. The FCC has defined flow- 

hrough as involving “orders that [U S WEST] processes electronically through its 

;ateway and accepts into its back office systems without manual intervention (ie., 

vithout additional human intervention once the order is submitted into the 

J S WEST, however, persists in maintaining, contrary to the FCC’s definition, that 

JLEC orders which undergo human intervention in the form of a “cursory review” 

which include each and every CLEC order) are “flow-through” orders. Under the FCC’s 

iefinition, however, U S WEST has failed to deploy any flow-through capabilities. 

Additionally, it is impossible to develop a test plan for a function if it is not clear 

vhat the function includes. This first step of clearly defining OSS functionalities will 

irovide the foundation upon which the testing of U S WEST’S interfaces can be built. 

In addition to identifying the necessary OSS functionalities, MCIW recommends, 

,s discussed later in these comments, that performance measures for those functionalities 

)e identified. Once the functionalities are sufficiently identified, performance measures 

d l  provide the objective and quantitative indicators to allow the Commission and third 

)arty tester to assess the quality of the functions that U S WESTY provides to CLECs. 

ibsent those performance measures, the Commission and tester will have difficulties in 

leciding “how good is good enough”. 

In the Matter of Performance Measurements and Reporting Requirements for Operational Support 
Systems, Interconnection, and Operator Services and Directory Assistance, FCC Docket No. 98-56, 
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (Released April 17, 1998) at 7 72; see also, In the Matter of In-Region, 
InterLATA Services in Louisiana. 
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ii. Step 2: Evaluate what the ILEC Provides to Itself 

Once the necessary functionality is clearly identified and defined, the next step is 

;o evaluate what OSS access U S WEST provides to itself. In order to test this standard, 

it is necessary to understand the manner in which U S WEST provides the identified OSS 

hctionality to itself. Without this understanding, it is impossible to determine if the 

bctionality that U S WEST provides to CLECs is equivalent to what U S WEST 

provides to itself. Simply put, you must know what U S WEST provides to itself before 

you can conclude that what U S WEST provides to CLECs is at parity with what U S 

WEST provides to itself. Any test plan, therefore, must include an investigation and 

?valuation of the manner in which U S WEST provides OSS functionality to itself. 

Apart from the previously mentioned quantitative and objective analysis of 

performance results, some qualitative investigation of the functions that U S WEST 

provides itself will also be required. For example, when a U S WEST customer service 

representative retrieves and reviews a customer service record (“CSR”), what type of 

information is contained in that record? As another example, how many steps are 

required for a U S WEST customer service representative to place an order for an 

additional feature? These activities do not easily lend themselves to quantitative 

assessment. Nevertheless, similar processes that U S WEST designed for CLECs may 

discriminate against CLECs. The testing and investigation, therefore, must not be limited 

to only what can easily be measured. 
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iii. Step 3: Evaluate What the ILEC Provides to CLECs 

The third testing step, once the tester has been determined what U S WEST 

?rovides itself, is to investigate and evaluate the OSS functions that U S WEST provides 

to CLECs. The investigation should evaluate the OSS functions that U S WEST provides 

to CLECs and that relate to the interconnection, unbundled network elements and 

zombinations thereof, resold services and collocation items that CLECs will require of U 

S WEST. The investigation should include preordering, ordering, provisioning, 

maintenance, repair and billing OSS functions for the above items. The investigation 

should make use of test scenarios for the transactions that CLECs will typically require 

From U S WEST. 

iv. Step 4: Compare for parity the functions provided to the 
ILEC and to the CLECs 

Only after both the OSS functions that U S WEST provides to itself and the OSS 

functions that the U S WEST provides to CLECs have been evaluated and understood can 

a comparison of the two be made. Where performance results have been generated, the 

comparison should include statistical testing. For functions or activities where 

performance results cannot be produced, it will be necessary to draw conclusions through 

more qualitative means such as inspection or relative conclusions of “better” or “worse”. 

In any event, the comparisons should be designed to answer the question of whether U S 

WEST is providing equivalent access to its OSS functions. 

v. Step 5: Evaluate OSS capacity 

It is not enough that U S WEST is providing access to its interfaces. An ILEC 

“must demonstrate that it is presently ready to furnish [access to operations support 
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~ystems] in the quantities that competitors may reasonably demand and at an acceptable 

eve1 of q~ality’’.~ The test performed as part the evaluation, therefore, should also 

nclude an investigation of the capacity of U S WEST’S systems and processes to handle 

3LECs’ needs for OSS functionality. The capacity investigation should include an 

:valuation of both the manual and mechanized processes that U S WEST uses to provide 

CILECs with OSS access, and must not be limited to only the mechanized processes used 

n OSS access. The FCC defines OSS to include collectively, the “systems, databases 

md personnel.. .that are used by the incumbent LEC to support telecommunications 

;ervices and network elements’’.8 That definition would necessarily include any manual 

xocess that the ILEC employs in providing OSS access to CLECs. The capacity of the 

nanual processes must therefore be considered in any investigation of ILEC overall OSS 

:a~acity.~ 

vi. Step 6: Evaluate OSS training and documentation 

When the FCC investigates whether access to an ILEC’s OSS is available as both 

P legal and practical matter, one of the factors it will consider is the documentation and 

information that the ILEC provides to allow the CLEC to develop its half of the OSS 

interface. Specifically the FCC requires that BOCs provide competing carriers: 

the specifications necessary to instruct them on how to modi@ or 

design their systems in a manner that will enable them to communicate 

Application of Ameritech Michigan Pursuant to Section 271 of the Communications Act of 1934, as 
amended, To Provide In-Region, InterLATA Services in Michigan, CC Docket No. 97-137, 
Memorandum Opinion & Order (rel. Aug. 19, 1997), (“Ameritech Michigan Order’?, fi 1 10. 

7 

Ameritech Michigan Order, fi 129. 
Ameritech Michigan Order, 77194, 196. 9 
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with the BOC’s legacy systems and any interfaces utilized by the BOC 

for such access; 

all of the information necessary to format and process CLECs’ 

electronic requests so that these requests flow through the interfaces, 

the transmission links, and into the BOCs’ legacy systems as quickly 

and efficiently as possible; and 

0 any internal ‘‘business rules”, including information concerning the 

ordering codes that a BOC uses that CLECs need to place orders 

through the system efficiently. lo 

0 

The evaluation of the U S WEST’s interface should include a determination of the 

adequacy of the information U S WEST provides to CLECs. A failure to provide the 

required information, or the provision of inadequate information, could render U S 

WEST’s OSS unavailable as a practical matter. Not having the information needed for a 

CLEC to develop its side of the interface would result in U S WEST’s interface being just 

as unavailable as if there were no interface at all. The above mentioned information is 

necessary to allow CLECs to efficiently and effectively interconnect with U S WEST 

interfaces and OSSs, and as such, the adequacy of that information should be evaluated as 

part of this test. 

vii. Establish change management and software certification 
processes. 

Often problems with interface performance operation can be avoided with 

adequate notice to the CLEC of changes in the ILEC systems and documentation or 

through testing of software versions before initiation. CLECs should be involved early 

lo Ameritech Michigan Order, 7 137. 

23 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

2; 

28 

in in the introduction of any change or new software that will affect their ability to 

:onduct preordering, ordering, provisioning and other OSS functions. Third-party tester 

CPMG found that a software certification process was absent from BA-NY’s processes 

md developed one, it also tested BA-NY’s existing change management process and 

bund that it was not being followed. These discoveries led to two new measurements, 

itill being developed, that will monitor compliance with these processes. 

B. Carrier-to-Carrier Performance Standards Issues 

Carrier-to-carrier performance standards are an important ingredient in 

letermining whether U S WEST is meeting its nondiscrimination and adequate service 

Ibligations when CLECs are using its OSS. Without clear, well-defined performance 

neasures and standards the determination of whether U S WEST is meeting its 

iondiscrimination obligations must rely upon anecdotes, and hyperbole. Performance 

itandards bring needed objectivity and allow all parties to know just what constitutes 

icceptable performance. 

CLECs require essential facilities and services from a monopoly supplier who is 

ilso the CLEC’s largest competitor - U S WEST. The FCC recognized the CLEC’s 

irecarious situation when it stated, “[ilndeed, the [CLEC] has nothing that the [ILEC] 

ieeds to compete with the [CLEC], and has little to offer the [ILEC] in a negotiation.”” 

Left unchecked, monopolists like U S WEST will strive to protect its monopoly and 

naximize its profits - often at the expense of competition. The FCC recognized that a 

nonopoly would act to protect its monopoly when it stated: 

Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, CC Docket 1 

No. 96-98, First Report and Order, FCC 96-325 (rel. Aug. 8, 1996) (emphasis added) (“First Report & 
Order”).FCC’s First Report and Order; fi 134. 
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Because an incumbent LEC currently serves virtually all subscribers in its 
local serving area, an incumbent LEC has little economic incentive to 
assist new entrants in their efforts to secure a greater share of that market. 
An incumbent LEC also has the ability to act on its incentive to discourage 
entry and robust competition by not interconnecting its network with the 
new entrant's network or by insisting on supracompetitive prices or other 
unreasonable conditions for terminating calls from the entrant's customers 
to the incumbent LEC's subscribers.'* 

To check the anti-competitive tendencies of the ILECs, Congress included 

xovisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996 to ensure that ILECs did not favor 

:heir retail operations over CLECs in the provision of services and facilities. Those 

xovisions took the form of nondiscrimination obligations for interc~nnection'~, access to 

mbundled network element~ '~ and resold  service^'^. 

However, the imposition of the nondiscrimination obligation alone is insufficient 

:o ensure that U S WEST meets its obligations. It is also necessary to define for all of the 

interested parties what it means to be providing nondiscriminatory service and to 

:stablish the mechanisms that would allow objective determinations of whether U S 

WEST is meeting its obligations. The Commission must also determine what are U S 

WEST'S retail or other analogues for interconnection and unbundled network elements. 

In the Arizona Consolidated Arbitration Proceeding, this Commission continues 

to address performance measures, standards and reporting. The parties have recently 

filed pleadings addressing both the agreements the parties have reached as well as 

describing where disagreements remain regarding performance measures, standards and 

reporting. 

l2 First Report & Order; fi 10 
l3 47 U.S.C. 9 25 1 (c)(2). 
l4 47 U.S.C. 0 251 (c)(3). 
l5 47 U.S.C. 9 25 1 (c)(4). 
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Performance standards should include well-defined measurements, statistical 

testing, reporting requirements and remedies for noncompliance that will help control any 

ILEC thoughts of subjecting CLECs to any competitive mischief. Properly developed 

measurement and reporting mechanisms can make anticompetitive ILEC activity readily 

apparent and will allow for quicker corrective action to get back in compliance. 

jointly with other parties, has filed comments addressing performance standards that it 

will repeat here. Moreover, the Commission has taken official notice of the portion of 

the consolidated arbitration docket addressing performance standards in this proceeding. 

MCIW, 

The business rules for implementing these measurements should be completed for 

third-party testing of whether these measurements are being implemented as agreed to by 

CLECs, focus on the comparative performance issues without skewing either CLEC or 

ILEC results, and that reviews the proper coding and classification of data. Business 

rules should be established before hand, with CLEC participation, that enable the third 

party tester to replicate the data reports. 

In addition to nondiscriminatory service, U S WEST should be providing service 

to CLECs that is also adequate. Adequate service and nondiscriminatory service are not 

necessarily the same thing. Service can be adequate but discriminatory or 

nondiscriminatory but inadequate. If U S WEST provided primary exchange service to 

CLECs for resale to CLEC customers within five days 90% of the time and provided the 

same service to its customers within five days 95% of the time, then U S WEST would be 

providing primary exchange service to CLECs that is at the same time adequate but 

discriminatory. Additionally, if U S WEST provided primary exchange service to 

CLECs for resale to CLEC customers within five days 60% of the time and provided the 
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m e  service to its customers within five days 60% of the time, then U S WEST would be 

roviding primary exchange service to CLECs that is at the same time inadequate but 

iondiscriminatory. Any service quality rules need to include considerations to ensure the 

J S WEST provides services to CLECs is that both nondiscriminatory and adequate. 

The notion of nondiscrimination would necessarily require a comparison of the 

nanner in which U S WEST provides services and facilities to CLECs to the manner in 

vhich it provides those same services to itself or to its affiliates providing local service. 

C. Statistical methods should be used to determine if U S WEST is 
neeting it nondiscrimination obligations. 

When U S WEST produces performance results data for the services and facilities 

hat it provides to CLECs and for the services and facilities that it provides to itself, it 

vi11 be necessary to determine if the two sets of data indicates that discrimination is 

)resent. If there are differences in the data, it is important to know whether the 

iifferences are a result of random chance or as a result of systematic differences in the 

nanner that U S WEST provides services and facilities to a CLEC. Any rules needs to 

:onsider whether it is appropriate to apply statistical methodologies when analyzing the 

wo sets of data and determine which methodology is appropriate. 

D. U S WEST reDortinp of data. 

In addition to collecting performance results data, it is essential that the data be 

neported to appropriate parties. The reporting of performance data has many benefits. 

The FCC summarized those benefits when it stated: 

We also believe performance measurements and reporting requirements 
will provide an important incentive for incumbent LECs to comply with 
the statutory nondiscrimination and just and reasonable requirements 
because competing carriers will have access to information detailing an 
incumbent LEC's performance. Because this access to information 
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increases the risk of detecting statutory violations, incumbents will have 
an additional incentive to meet the statutory requirements. In a 
competitive environment, market forces will tend to ensure that 
wholesalers provide quality service to their buyers. Here, where 
competition is largely absent, performance measurements and reporting 
requirements may increase incumbent LECs’ incentive to comply with 
their statutory obligations. 

Performance monitoring reports should also reduce the need for regulatory 
oversight by encouraging self-policing among carriers. In the first 
instance, incumbent LECs can review the performance reports and correct 
any deficiencies in their performance that they detect. Additionally, 
competing carriers can review the performance reports and assess whether 
they indicate possible statutory violations. Competing carriers can then 
use this information as a basis for discussion with the incumbents to 
resolve performance disputes. Should resort to the complaint process 
become necessary, the information contained in these performance 
monitoring reports can facilitate timely and fair resolution of the 
complaints. l6  

E. Self-executing remedies for failure to meet the performance standards 
*euuirements 

The Commission must ascertain whether an effective remedy plan exists which 

will ensure sufficient consequences in order to irreversibly open local markets to 

:ompetition. Rebates of recurring or non-recurring charges associated with failed 

Jerformance provide insufficient incentive to ensure compliance with “parity” and 

‘reasonable opportunity to compete” requirements. Remedies must: 

e Acknowledge that the impact of poor performance on 
competitors’reputation in market is immediate, long-lasting and 
extrapolated to all market participants. 

Recognize that CLECs’ ability to enter the market is gated by the 
reliability and quality of ILECs’ operational processes and support 
systems. 

e Address harm to CLEC customers’ business that may result in 
liability for the CLEC. 

Performance Measurements N P W ,  fin 15 - 16. 6 
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The remedy amounts must be sufficient to curb an ILEC’s powerful incentive to 

protect its local revenues through disabling market development. Remedy plans must: 

e Encourage ILEC to fix (not ignore) problems requiring OSS 
or network capacity capital, or human resource outlays. 

e Reduce ILEC’s ability and incentive to drive a competitor out of 
the market. 

e Ensure that remedies apply on a per-measurement basis. Remedies 
based on aggregated combinations of measures allow for targeted 
discrimination by the ILEC. 

Should it be determined that U S WEST has failed to meet its adequate and 

nondiscriminatory service quality obligations when it provides facilities and services to 

CLECs via its OSS, there needs to be mechanisms that appropriately respond to those 

failures. That response needs to be tailored in such a way that is fair to U S WEST, but at 

the same time does not permit U S WEST to fail to meet its obligations without 

:onsequence. Absent such mechanisms, the only recourse for a CLEC who is receiving 

discriminatory or inadequate service is most likely a lengthy and protracted legal battle. 

F. Selecting: an Indenendent Tester 

To begin the process of selecting a third-party vendor to perform the OSS 

test, it is first necessary to prepare a request for proposal (“RFP”). The RFP 

should at a minimum: 1) explain to the vendor what is to be tested, 2) provide 

high level guidance on how the test should be performed, 3) identify the overall 

evaluation criteria to be employed, 4) establish a timetable for when the test 

should be started and completed and the dates for any critical milestones in 
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oetween and, 5) identify the deliverables that the vendor should produce during 

md after the testing process. 

The RFP will allow the Commission, U S WEST and other interested 

parties to document their respective expectations of the testing process before the 

vendor has been selected and the testing has commenced. This document will 

help avoid any misunderstandings as to the nature of the test and what it is 

intended to do. The RFP will also help ensure that the vendor can perform the 

testing efficiently, as quickly as possible and within budget constraints. To not 

utilize the RFP would be a recipe for misunderstanding, disagreements, cost 

overruns and a possible failure to achieve the ultimate goal of determining if U S 

WEST is meeting its nondiscrimination obligations. 

8. Do you agree that formal discovery should remain in 

place during the workshop phase of OSS? Should the discovery 

process be modified, if so, how? 

Outstanding discovery should be completed. However, no new discovery should 

be served. Formal Discovery will be distracting to the collaborative process. Rather, 

participants in the collaborative process should be required to respond to inquiries raised 

in an informal manner, consistent with the tone of the collaborative process 

recommended by MCIW in response to Question 6. If a participant fails to respond to an 

appropriate inquiry, then formal discovery should be implemented for the recalcitrant 

participant, only. 
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9. What discovery items that had been incorporated into 

intervenors’ testimony should be separated out and responded 

to by intervenors prior to the filing of testimony? 

Since intervenors’ have not yet filed testimony, MCIW cannot respond to this 

question as posed. However, interpreting this question to mean what responses to 

zxisting discovery may be relevant to the OSS inquiry, MCIW believes responses to U S 

WEST data requests 22,23 and 34 were described by U S WEST as critical to the 

:valuation of its OSS. Further, responses to the questions posed in Attachments A and B 

may be useful. 

I O .  How should the workshops be conducted to ensure 

maximum results in assessing U S WEST’s OSS? Who should 

participate? How many workshops do you anticipate being 

useful, and over what period of time? 

See, MCIW’s responses to Question 6 and 7. 

1 I. Should a Staff Report issue with recommendations 

regarding existing OSS compliance and modifications to achieve 

compliance? How long after the last workshop will Staff need to 

issue a Report? 

Staff should issue a report summarizing the results of the collaborative process 

including its recommendations. The independent third party should also issue a written 

report concerning the test results from the assessments of U S WEST’s OSS. Those 

reports should be issued within 30 days after the conclusion of the collaborative process 

31 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

)r the completion of the independent testing of U S WEST’s OSS, whichever event is 

ast. 

12. How much time after issuance of a Staff Report will 

gou need to respond to the Report? 

Parties should have at least 30 days to respond to the Staff Report. 

13. When will the intervenors and Staff be able to file a 

preliminary statement indicating whether U S WEST is in 

compliance with any checklist items? 

Parties should provide a preliminary statement on all checklist items, other than 

.terns impacted by the OSS collaborative process and independent third party testing, 

indicating whether U S WEST is in compliance with any checklist item within 30 days 

&er U S WEST has fully responded to outstanding discovery requests. 

14. Any other relevant information that the parties desire 

to provide. 

A valid third-party test of the USW’s OSS is critical. As the testing in New York 

has shown, improvements in OSS can make a significant difference in the entry decisions 

of competitors. MCIW encourages the Commission to recommend a region-wide 14 state 

OSS testing process. A 14-state OSS testing process would reduce the costs to conduct 

the necessary testing in each state and would be a more efficient use of the parties’ time. 

U S WEST’s systems and interfaces are consistent across all states and regions. MCIW 

supports the recommendation by Mr. Bob Rowe, Montana Public Service Commissioner, 

in his letter submitted to the Regional Oversight Committee. (See, Attachment 3.) 
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Dated: June 22, 1999 

MCI WORLDCOM, INC. 

B 
Thomas F. Dixon / 
707 - 17* Street, #3900 
Denver, Colorado 80202 

303-390-6333 (facsimile) 
303-390-6206 

and 

LEWIS & ROCA LLP 

By: Thomas H. Campbell 
40 North Central Avenue 
Phoenix, AZ 85004 

602-262-5747 (facsimile) 
602-262-5723 

33 



0 

n 
0 

i 

X 
B c 
Ei m 

* 

3 



e 

" 
5. Y 

i, m 

v v 

n 
CD 



w 

e .  a a 

cd F 

cb m 
U. 

cb 
M 
E 

U ip 

8 
B 

ha 



P 

CCI * 
0 
4 

cb 
ci m 

E 

e 0 

tA 
W 
n 
V s 
5 m 

T 



p3 

ip" 
& 
B w 
8 
CD 
4 m 

w n ra 
CD m m 



i 
W 

s 
El' e = r *  

cb cc 

cb m 
E' 
2 
cc 

& 
G e 

w cc 

e 
B 

W 

s 
5' e=r 

cb cc 

5' m 
G 
cb m 
E' 

L 
\A 
\A ul 

E' 
L 

m 

e e 
cb m m 



w 

-3 5 
cc 

0 w 
J 

0 
W 

s a 



cd 

0 
CD m m 
CD m 

a 

8 

m m 

0 

P a 

0 
W 



e e 

Y u u u u u 

Z 
Ts 
F 

0 

3 
K 
3 
9 
E 

0 

(D 

Z w 

3 
g- 
E 
r" 
m 
c, 

0 m * n n 

a 
CD 3 

E' 
CD 
CD 

m 
v1 u 

fr3 s 
PI 

0 

a B or 

0 



c 
0 

B cc 
9 
e;' 
CD 

B s cc 
0 
-3 

m m 
C1. 

4 
CD 

L 

s 
cc 
5' 

CD 
4 

3 0 

m 
Is 

UQ 
CD m 



e e e 

UQ 
0 
0 
p1 

n3 6 

ip" 

m cc 
m 

cd 
0 rn 

W 
62 m Z 

0 

rn 
0 

cr 

cr 

w 
E* CD m 

m 
rl 

0 
4 u 

E' 
W 

B 
5 
CD 

8 
F 
s 
n cc 

0 
PI 

F 
4 0 

er 
CD * 
cc 

5' s 
6' 8 c1 

5 z 
5 
CD u 
u 

5 
CD 

cc 
5' s m 

CD 0" 
n 
0 

s 
& 
CD al 

0 B s rn 
& 



W r 

5' 
E' 
s 

@Q 

0 
@ 

0 
s 

0 

cd 
2 
rn m m 



0 0 0 

m 
M 
ip n 

U 
Q2 CD' 

ib 

n 
0 

crcr 
CD 

M 
U 
H 
J 

r 
n 

M m 

w er 
& 

2 f 



v 
E' ip 



* . . a  a a 

fo 
L s 

W 
W 
0 
4 cc 

E' 

0 w 
4 

zu 
M' cb m m e 

K 
cb m 

m 

B m 0 
% 
E 
E' 
i3 
s 

m 

cb 

zu cc E' 
CD 

U rn n 
P? 
w s 
p1 

n 
m 5 M 

v 
CD m 
w 

UQ 
CD cc 

sl w cc E 
E' 
cb 

cb 

m 

e 

cb 
R 

cl 



3 

L 
W 
& w 
t? m 

5' 
E 
6' 

s 

m 
CD 
b4 
E' 
u s 
PI 

cc 

u v 
CD 
U 
CD 
E' m 

e e e 

UQ 
4 

L n 
tr 

UQ L 
El' 
E' 
CD 

CD 

r 

4 
0 w 

s 
& 

0 
3 

U w 

0 
& 
s 

E' 
UQ 
CD 
b4 
E' cc E' 

UQ 
W 
cr2 
0 e 
CD m m 
CD 
v1 

CD w m 
er w m 
U 
CD 

B 



0 . 0 0  

0 
z d  

E' 
cp 
5 

m 
E' s m m 



c 
00 

.- 
E' 
iri a 
c 
m . 

f 



b ET. 4. 
ib” a 

n g 
c 
cb 
1 g. 
3 
r 
0 
4 

cb 
E 

W W W W W A  

r r r r r r  M 
IS 0 0 0 0 0 0  



Y 
W 
E. w 
e 

m 
CD 

3. e 
CD 

f U r 
ti' 

r 
ti' 
R 

9 
ti' 
E 

9 
ti' 
E 

c 
CD 
CI E- 

l i  
w w CK, CK, CK, il 

h) 
0 





e e 0 

T a 



8 
CD 
5 
CD 

E' 
c' 
g 
E' 

0 

& 

CD' 
5 m 
5' s 

a a a 

CD 

CD 

cc m 

B 
s 

8 
CD 
5 
CD 

c 
CD 
5 m 
Y. 

0 s 
k 9  
0 

c 
CD 
w 
s 
& 

CD 
CD 

CD 

E? 
& 

fr3 s 
& 

5 
cp 

E' 
F 

E' 
r 

0 

0 

& 

c 

5' 
CD 
5 m 

s 
s 
U 
H 

w 
ib 
CD 

fr3 m 
cp 
L 
0 

r 
0 
0 
fr3 m 

2 

0 
0 

cd 
3 
ip z 

N w 



a 

or 
L s 
& 
B 

s 
rc 
5 

L 

m.. c '  



I 
v u v 

cd 
c 8 
E 
8 
Or 
ct 

Ef 
CD 

a 

Z 
X 
X 



M 
CI 
CI s 
Ei 

U 
CD 

z 
4 
2 e 
CD 

z n 

p 

U 
E 
s L 

CD 

Q a clr 
K 
C 
CI 
cp 

n 
c 
CI 
CD 

K 
n 
c 
CI 
CD 

K 
n 
K c 
c1 
CD 

U 
CD 

w Y Y Y Y  

u 
C 
B 
CD 
CI 

U 

Y 

w 

M 
IEl 

'A 



v 

e 0 

1 m 

CD m 
z 



'1 



e 

0 
Qa 

z 
M 

t; 
c" 
cb 
tn 

.I 

T a 



w 
0 

N 
a3 

n 
0 
& 
f D  m 

w 
0 
0 
0 
W 
b 
E 
2 

0 
5 
I 

w 
fD 

U 

fD 
0 m 

z 
F 
F 
m 
fD 

2 
E' 
f D  

5' 

UQ 
f D  

z 
f D  m m w 

UQ 
(P 

id 
CD 

f D -  m -  
e. 3' 

0 '  

0 .  % 

m 
H 



j! 



r 
R 

.a" 

w 
N 

0 m rn 
m e 
E;: 
CD E' 
CD m 

'1 



. 

April 9,1999 

Bv Fax and Hand Deliverv 

The Honorable William E. Kennard 
Chairman, Federal Communications Commission 
The Portals 
445 Twelfth Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Dear Chairman Kennard: 

Implementation of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 has focused increasing attention 
on the importance of independent third-party testing of incumbent local exchange companies'. 
(ILECs') Operations Support Systems (OSS). This letter briefly sets forth the central principles 
of independent third-party testing that are vital to ensure that testing helps open local markets to 
competition for the benefit of consumers, rather than harming competition by failing to identify 
roadblocks and endorsing systems that in fact do not work. 

We encourage the Federal Communications Commission, the Antitrust Division of the 
Department of Justice (DOJ) and state commissions to provide leadership on this critical issue by 
encouraging the implementation of OSS tests that rely on (i) a neutral, independent third-party 
who (ii) actually conducts a comprehensive test that (iii) demonstrates the ability of all types of 
new entrants to operate at commercial volumes to (iv) provide a full range of products through 
unbundled network elements and UNE-Platform (v) using all OSS functions in the versions that 
new entrants will actually use. These basic principles underlying thorough third-party OSS 
testing are briefly explained below. 

1. Neutral. Independent Third Party. While it should be self-evident, the first 
principle is that the third party chosen to conduct the test must in fact be neutral and independent. 
The value of third-party testing can only be achieved if that party is credible and its evaluation 
will be seen as objective and unbiased.' 

'For example, the Texas state commission chose Bellcore (now known as Telcordia) as 
the third party for its OSS test, despite concerns raised by MCI WorldCom and others that 
Bellcore had a serious conflict of interest based on extensive business relationships with SBC. In 
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2. Conduct Test. Not .lust Monitor It. In order for the third party to determine the 
adequacy of the ILEC systems and determine whether competitive local exchange carriers 
(CLECs) can adequately connect with them, it is necessary for the third party to go through the 
actual steps to develop and conduct the test, not merely to review work done by others. At the 
same time, it is highly desirable for CLECs to be permitted to test alongside the third party to 
confirm and validate the third party’s results, or to provide supplementahformation based on 
actual customer experience that would not otherwise be knowable by the third party due to the 
constraints of the test environment.’ 

3. Demonstrate All TvPes of New Entrants Can ODerate at Commercial Volumes. 
The Act contemplates that new entrants will use various entry strategies, so the third-party test 
should ensure that the ILEC’s OSS is able to support each strategy at commercial volumes. For 
example, small or niche CLECs may prefer to use less expensive systems (Le., GUI), while larger 
competitors need application-to-application interfaces &e., EDI). Limiting testing will 
discourage competition using the untested methods, in effect substituting an incumbent’s or 
regulator’s judgment about desirable strategies in place of determinations that should be made in 
a competitive marketplace. 

4. Cover Full Range of Products UsinP Unbundled Network Elements and UNE- 
Platform. The third-party test should cover a full range of products (both voice and data) using 
various service delivery methods, specifically including unbundled elements and UNE-Platform. 
As noted above, arbitrary limitations on testing will distort the proper functioning of the 
marketplace. 

5. Test All OSS Functions and the OSS Versions that Actuallv Will Be Used. 
Finally, it is critical that all OSS functions (k, pre-order, ordering and provisioning, billing, 
repair and maintenance) be t e~ ted ,~  and that the versions which actually will be used in the 

fact, SBC and Bellcore initially proposed that the contract for OSS testing be made an addendum 
to the current “master contract” between the two parties. SBC indicated a month ago that 
Bellcore is working on OSS test issues pursuant to a letter of intent, but MCI WorldCom has not 
been able to obtain a copy. 

21n New York, MCI WorldCom was able to test OSS ordering functions alongside the 
third party (KPMG), and was able to assist KPMG in uncovering problems that would not 
otherwise have been found in the test environment. For example, the severe problem of differing 
business rules among Bell Atlantic’s various locations was not discovered apart from MCI 
WorldCom’s testing because the data Bell Atlantic provided to KPMG was clean and did not 
cause any problems during the initial third-party testing. After MCI WorldCom alerted the third 
party to this problem, however, KPMG confirmed its existence. 

31t is important for any third party test to evaluate and audit Bell Operating Company 
performance reports and methodology, because of the reliance that will be placed on the reports 
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marketplace be tested. Incumbents must not be allowed to game the process by testing one 
version and then promptly migrate to a different version leaving new entrants unable to operate 
or compete. Nor can incumbents be allowed to prevent competition by blocking CLEC access to 
any critical function, such as pre-order. The purpose of independent third-party testing is not to 
engage in unnecessary regulatory processes, but to encourage irreversible local competition for 
the benefit of consumers. Accordingly, the ILEC's change management procedures must be 
thoroughly tested to ensure that inevitable systems changes can be accomplished without 
disrupting competition. 

* * * * *  
The Commission (along with DOJ and state commissions) should act now to ensure that 

third-party testing is conducted in a meaningful fashion, because this issue is subject to 
increasing attention around the country. Numerous states are currently engaged in carrying out 
third-party testing, designing tests, or considering whether to proceed with testing. New York 
has been involved in independent third-party testing for months, while third-party supervised 
testing began in Texas on April 1 for unbundled loops, even though a master test plan has yet to 
be finalized. Massachusetts and Pennsylvania are both on the path to conduct third-party tests in 
the near future, and California has obtained input from interested parties and is actively 
considering what sort of process to require, with a final decision expected this month. Moreover, 
MCI WorldCom and other CLECs have pending petitions in both Georgia and Florida proposing 
third-party testing in those states. 

MCI WorldCom has long viewed actual commercial-scale entry to be the best evidence 
that a local market is truly open to competition. While ILEC intransigence has deterred such 
entry, the Commission has concluded that appropriate testing can be a helpful substitute for real 
commercial experience. If the Commission is to rely on testing, however, it should be rigorous 
and comprehensive. Thorough OSS testing may provide useful evidence of whether an ILEC's 
OSS is ready for new entrants, and will help identify and resolve problems that might stand in the 
way of local competition. For example, in New York, the ongoing third-party test has identified 
over forty notable problems with Bell Atlantic's OSS, as well as aiding in the resolution of 
numerous other issues. There can be no doubt that, in the absence of the independent test, each 
of the OSS problems in New York would have blocked or handicapped local competition." This 

in deciding section 27 1 applications, and in preventing subsequent backsliding. 

4T0 give just one critical example from New York, the third-party testing found that Bell 
Atlantic's specifications for ED1 were inconsistent with Bell Atlantic's business rules, as well as 
inconsistent with the actual behavior of Bell Atlantic's systems (KPMG Exception Report No. 
25). This would affect any effort to compete locally, because it impacts key areas such as 
processing orders, address validation, error messages, telephone number reservations, scheduling 
and availability of service, loop qualification, and feature service availability. By contrast, in the 
Texas OSS test, no one is testing SBC's documentation, so comparable problems would go 
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‘ . . e  

would have been the situation if, for example, regulators had taken at face value Bell Atlantic’s 
Coopers & Lybrand testing, which enthusiastically endorsed the OSS that independent testing 
subsequently has found so fraught with problems. Before a third-party test ends, it is vital that 
all OSS deficiencies identified during the course of testing, whether uncovered by the third party 
or identified by CLECs and validated by the third party, be remedied by the incumbent and that 
appropriate regression testing (to ensure the fixes did not cause yet other’problems) is conducted. 

We continue to believe that in measuring whether a market is irreversibly open to 
competition, there is no substitute for real commercial experience. But when conducted 
according to the principles discussed above, independent third-party testing provides great 
benefits for all interested parties. First, the independent testing greatly assists regulators by 
providing a credible third party to assess the viability of complex technical systems. This permits 
both state and federal regulatory staffs to become immersed in far fewer of the arcane details 
required to determine the workings of highly detailed and intricate technical systems. It also 
helps keep regulators out of the middle of endless “he-said she-said’’ debates, and provides useful 
evidence on which commissions may base their decisions. 

-9 Second independent testing gives Bell Operating Companies (BOCs) an opportunity to 
demonstrate credibly whether the local markets in their regions are open to competition with 
workable OSS. Independent testing may be the quickest path to section 271 authorization for 
BOCs when their systems are ready and other legal requirements are met. Next, third-party 
testing helps competitors seeking to enter local markets by ensuring that the OSS does in fact 
work and that new entrants will not be blocked by inadequate systems. Vibrant local competition 
is, after all, the goal of section 27 1 and all the effort to ensure that local markets are open. 
Finally, and most important, independent third-party testing will significantly benefit consumers 
by moving the process forward more quickly, so that they can more promptly obtain the many 
benefits of competition. 

undetected. The third party (Telcordia) is merely overseeing limited testing by CLECs, which 
were initially able to build ordering system interfaces only with the ongoing assistance of the 
PUC. 
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We encourage you to provide leadership in the ongoing debate surrounding independent 
third-party testing, and would be pleased to discuss these important principles, along with the 
underlying details, at your convenience. 

Sincerely , 

Jonathan B. Sallet 
Chief Policy Counsel 

cc: Hon. Susan Ness 
Hon. Harold Furchtgott-Roth 
Hon. Michael Powell 
Hon. Gloria Tristani 
Kathryn Brown, Esq. 
Lawrence Strickling, Esq. 
Robert Atkinson, Esq. 
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For discussion 

LET'S WORK TOGETaER TO RESOLVE BELL OPERATING COMPANY 

LONG-DISTANCE ENTRY 

Bob Rowe 

Montana Public Service Commissioner 

No Bell Operating Company has yet been granted permission by the FCC to provide in- 

region long distance. However, real progress has been made implementing Section 271 of the 

Telecommunications Act. Two reasons for this progress are problem-solving collaboratives and 

independent, third-party testing of Operations Support Systems. 

In rural areas such as the West, multi-state cooperation among the Bell Operating 

Company (U S WEST), the state commissions, and other parties would allow this work to be 

done more quickly and more efficiently for all, but especially for the BOC. The goal should be 

"meeting the competitive checklist by building systems that work If The result should be 

quicker BOC in-region long distance, with a more productive process along the way. 

Before it grants Section 271 relief, the FCC must determine that the Bell Operating 

Company meets the fourteen point competitive checklist and that granting in-region long distance 

would be in the "public interest." In making its determination, the FCC must give the United 

States Department of Justice's recommendation substantial weight, and must also consult with 

the state public service commission.' Because of time and resource constraints at the federal 

level, the state commission's crucial role has been in developing the record, which the FCC and 

the DOJ review, and - in several states - convening collaborative processes to work through and 

solve the many technical issues. 

' 

Section 27 1 does not mention "Operations Support Systems." However, the complex 

In rejecting a U S WEST petition for immediate judicial review of a Montana PSC discovery ruling, the state 1 

district court described the 27 1 consultative process: 

will not issue a final decision in this case, as that term is known to this Court. Rather, the PSC is developing a 
factual record for the FCC's consideration. The FCC is not bound by the record produced by the PSC, and it can 
give that record whatever deference it desires. 

"The PSC will not issue a final decision on whether U S WEST can provide interLATA services. The PSC 

* * *  
"One struggles in vain to find a label to place on the proceedings now before this Court and before the PSC. 

It is, one might say, an ineffable procedure." U S WEST Communications. Inc. V. Montana PSC, Montana First 
Judicial District Court for Lewis and Clark County, Cause No. BDV 99-12, Order on Motion to Dismiss (March 12, 
1999). 
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LET'S WORK TOGETHER Bob Rowe Page 2 

systems for handing off customers from an "incumbent" network to a "competitive" provider, 

which we now refer to as "OSS," pervade almost all elements of the fourteen point competitive 

checklist. Getting these systems to work, and setting performance standards for them, has 

become the crucial focus in state commission work on Section 27 1. Done best, this is an 

iterative process of problem identification and problem correction. In New York and Texas, the 

state utility commissions have taken the lead in establishing multi-party collaboratives and using 

independent third-party testing to build systems that work. 

Over the past year, much has been accomplished. 

FCC Commissioner Michael Powell2 and several of his colleagues, myself? and others 

called for the use of problem-solving collaboratives. This has been done with great success in 

New York, Texas, and elsewhere. A collaborative is resource-intensive, but probably less so 

than would be a formal contested case. A collaborative requires a commitment of commission 

staff beyond the reach of rural state commissions, and the effort may be harder to cost-justify for 

Bell Operating Companies and other industry participants in individual rural state markets. 

The FCC has made clear testing of OSS systems is e~pec ted .~  The FCC has said that 

third party testing is a~ceptable.~ 

Assistant Attorney General for Antitrust Joel Klein has stated that third party testing has 

been "particularly useful not only in pointing out problems and moving forward to remedy them, 

but also in removing some of the 'he said-she said disputes between the Bell Companies and the 

new entrants from the debate." Klein also said collaboratives are useful, and that DOJ would 

participate in them, as it is in New York and Texas6 

Two firms, KPMG Peat Marwick and Telecordia (formerly Bellcore), have developed 

third party testing regimes which seek to duplicate the demands a competitive phone company 

would place on the incumbent's systems. These testing regimes have been refined, their "first 

E.g., Separate Statement of Commissioner Powell, Bell South Section 271 Application for South Carolina, CC 

Bob Rowe, "Collaborative Approach May Enhance Section 27 1 Review," State and Local Communications Report 

Ameritech Section 271 Application for Michigan, CC Docket No. 97-137 (Order, August 19, 1997), par. 138; 

Ameritech Section 271 ApDlication for Michigan, par. 110; BellSouth Section 271 ADDlication for South, par. 81; 

Statement of Joel Klein before the Senate Judiciary Committee Subcommittee on Antitrust, Business Rights, and 

2 

Docket 97-137 (Order, December 24, 1997). 

(January 23, 1998). 

BellSouth Section 271 Application for Louisiana, CC Docket 97-231 (Order, February 3, 1998), par. 19. 

BellSouth Section 271 Application for Louisiana, CC Docket 98-17 (Order, October 13, 1998), par. 100. 

Competition (February 25, 1999) pp. 12-13. 

3 

4 

6 
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cost" has already been expended, and they will be more reasonably and affordably adopted by 

second movers among the states and industry. Testing has also become more widely accepted, 

not only by Bell Atlantic and SBC but also by  competitor^.^ 
We're much farther up the curve on both OSS and on third-party testing. We also know 

more about the application of "alternative dispute resolution" to the Section 271 process. In 

short, there's a blueprint to follow and improve upon. Now is the time to do so. 

Other progress has also been made: 

The OSS Clearinghouse is sharing information within the industry and developing 

a continual improvement approach to OSS. The NARUC Section 27 1 Template 

provides a structured outline for states to apply to record development.* 

The FCC's Louisiana order, for the first time, gives guidance on every element of 

the competitive checklist. This bounds the range of possible divergence among 

states in their OSS-related review. 

The FCC, DOJ, and various other parties have offered more discussion and 

guidance on the "public interest" test. 

The Regional Oversight Committee for U S WEST (ROC) and similar 

organizations of state commissions have been consulting on Section 271 issues 

over the past three years. 

The NARUC Best Practices Projec? 'identified numerous suggestions for 

alternative dispute resolution and OSS. 

Regional coordination on OSS third-party testing would allow rural states, and 

especiallv the companies which serve rural states, to capture the benefits of the methods 

which have been developed in more urban states, but at a much lower cost per-state than 

would otherwise be possible. In practice, operational support systems are regional. 

Separate OSS will not be deployed in each rural state, although it may be necessary to 

assess the relationship between the regional OSS and any legacy systems which are still 

in use. Equally important, although states may differ in some aspects of evaluating OSS 

~~~~ 

Robert Falcone and Joe Gillan, A Blueprint for Third-party Testing (CompTel, February 1999). 
NARUC Communications Committee, A Section 27 1 Terndate, adopted by resolution, July 1998. 
Vivian Witkind-Davis, Ph.D., Bob Rowe, A Compilation of Best Practices to Implement the Telecommunications 

7 

8 

9 

Act of 1996 (National Regulatory Research Institute, February 1999). 
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(perhaps volume or interface with legacy systems), for the most part the "OSS bar" has 

now been firmly set by the FCC. When it comes to the crucial FCC determination, these 

standards will likely not vary significantly between states. 

The successful work of a regional collaborative would be conveyed to the 

individual state commission for incorporation into its 27 1 record development and 

recommendation. To the extent they felt the need, the various parties would still have the 

opportunity to make their OSS-related arguments to the state commissions. (For 

example, based on the objective measurements obtained, they could debate whether a 

certain capacity is sufficient for a particular state, or whether the nature of competition in 

that state required special adjustments to the system.) However, most of the hands-on 

work would already have been done by engineers focused on building systems that work. 

In addition to the OSS information, the state review would still include the non-OSS 

issues and public interest considerations. 

Here are some initial steps, which could be taken on a regional basis. For 

purposes of example, I will use the U S WEST region and the Regional Oversight 

Committee for U S WEST: 

1. ROC could appoint a working group from each participating state and U S WEST 

to design a collaborative. The working group should include a large number of 

technical people. (We lawyers should have our ties clipped.) 

The FCC, DOJ, and competitors would be invited to observe or participate, as 

appropriate. 

The working group would develop basic guidelines for how they would conduct 

their work, keeping in mind that the goal is successful checklist compliance, OSS 

and performance standards. A process would be designed to achieve this goal. 

Section 27 1 does not contemplate Administrative Procedure Act contested cases 

by state commissions, and such a process may even be destructive of goal. 

Veterans of the New York and Texas collaboratives would be invited to offer their 

guidance. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. Third party testers would be invited to submit proposals, with the tester selected 

by the work group. 
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6.  The work group would meet regularly by phone and list-serve, and in-person as 

needed. 

As the work progressed, specific issues would be identified. Examples might be 

the interface with legacy systems or any potential state-by-state or sub-regional 

variations such as use of state-specific legacy systems or greater development of a 

particular type of competition within one state (e.g., Centrex resale). 

The result would be communicated to each participating state commission. 

7. 

8. 

Section 271 has been affirmed against judicial challenge. 

The FCC is unanimous and clear in its application. Competition and universal service are the 

twin lodestars of the Telecommunications Act. The long distance market would benefit from 

additional competition and the Bell Companies would like a share of that revenue. The local 

market is desperate for competition, and local competition will require systems that comply with 

the competitive checklist. 

It's in everyone's interest to get going, and to get it right. 
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